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1 .Upon an update of the search, new art has been found which requires a 
reopening of the prosecution of the case. 

2.The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 15-23, 27-30, 41-46, 51, 52, 61, 62 and 65-70 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Harris et al (see col. 4, line 60 through col. 5, 
line 16; Figs. 1-3; col. 4, lines 20-35) in view of Chou -905 (see col. 4, line 50 through 
col. 5, line 14; Fig. 9). 

Harris et al discloses the basic claimed method for making a plurality of optical 
elements on a substrate lacking at best the aspects that a plurality of elements would be 
formed at one time in an imprintable material, that the elements are formed on a wafer 
level and that the master/mold is not removed until after the replica has hardened. Note 
that the disclosure of Harris et al at the passage bridging columns 4 and 5 noted supra 
is being relied upon for the imprinting embodiment. Since Harris et al (see col. 2, lines 
53-61 ) makes a plurality of optical elements lithographically, it would only make sense 
and be obvious to do the same when making the elements using an imprinted material, 
such being conventional anyway in order to reduce cycle time for forming the individual 
elements. Also, Harris et al forms the elements on a substrate that would be inclusive 
of a wafer, although the primary reference does not explicitly call it such. Chou -905 
discloses imprinting a resist on a wafer and heating the resist material until softened, 
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impressing a pattern with a mold and then removing the mold once the patterned 
material has hardened. While Chou -905 subsequently etches the resist, the reference 
is being relied upon to teach employing a wafer and retaining the mold thereon until the 
imprinted material has hardened, such being rather conventional in the art at any rate. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
have removed the mold after the replica has hardened in Harris et al as generally taught 
by Chou -905 to ensure that the imprinted material is patterned as desired. Again, it is 
submitted that this is rather conventional in the art and is fairly common practice when a 
material to be imprinted is softened to allow the imprinting — the mold stays on the 
material until the material has hardened to the extent that the mold can be removed. 
Placing the material on the mold rather than the substrate would have been an obvious 
expedient dependent on the state and nature of the material to be imprinted. Adhesion 
promoters are well known in the art and would have been obvious materials to use to 
ensure that the imprinted material remains on the substrate. Chou -905 (Fig. 9) teaches 
fiducial marks on the substrate (68) that are aligned to marks (64) on the mold so that 
the two are properly aligned. Harris et al (col. 5, lines 13-16) teaches applying 
antireflective coatings on the optical element and the exact placement of these coatings 
would have been obvious dependent on the exact nature of the optical elements. Chou 
-905 teaches selective lithographic removal or adding of structures — see col. 5, lines 
49-60— and it would have been obvious to employ such deposition/removal at whatever 
stage in the process deemed necessary. Harris et al teaches (col. 4, line 27) the aspect 
of tacking together two parts that will be joined at least for some amount of time and 
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such is considered to be well known and obvious in the art. le, such a tacking together 
of a mold and a substrate with an imprintable material thereon would have been obvious 
thereover to ensure that the two parts maintain their exact relationship to each other. 
Note that Chou -905 (see 62 in Fig. 9) confirms the alignment between substrate and 
mold in what would be inclusive of a "mask aligner". It would have been obvious to 
remove the substrate and mold from the "mask aligner" after the tacking and hardening. 
The aspect of the mold coming into contact with the substrate at first a certain portion — 
center or edges— and then in complete contact with the substrate would have been 
obvious dependent on the planarity of the substrate, given that the mold is substantially 
planar. The creation of optical lithographs on the opposite side of where the replicas 
are formed would have been obvious to make more complicated optoelectronic 
assemblies that are quite well known in the art. Instant claims 67-70 are shown in 
Harris et al — see Fig. 3. 

3. Claims 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Harris et al (see col. 4, line 60 through col. 5, line 16; Figs. 1-3; col. 4, lines 20-35) in 
view of Chou -905 (see col. 4, line 50 through col. 5, line 14; Fig. 9) and further in view 
of Napoli et al (see col. 2, lines 42-44). 

Harris et al and Chou -905 are applied for reasons of record as set forth in 
paragraph 2, supra, the references disclosing the basic claimed method lacking 
essentially the aspect of imprinting on both sides of the substrate. Napoli et al teaches 
this and such would have been obvious dependent on the exact nature of the optical 
element made and its use. 
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4.Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mathieu D. Vargot whose telephone number is 571 272- 
1211. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri from 9 to 6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson, can be reached on 571 272-1 176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://portal.uspto.gov/external/portal. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



M. Vargot 
October 11, 2010 



/Mathieu D. Vargot/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1742 



